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ABSTRACT

AUTHOR: Stephen E. Wilson, LTC, AR
TITLE: Senior Leader Mentorship
FORMAT: Individual Study Intended for Publication

DATE: 31 March 1989 PACES: 31 CLASSIFICATION: Unclassified

Mentorship is a popular subject in discussions within the US
Army concerning leadership development. Senior leaders have a
crucial role to play in identifying and developing the Army's
future senior leaders. Current writings emphasize the
requirement that leaders "mentor" their subordinates and "foot-
locker counseling" subsequently equates to mentoring in the minds
of many. Mentorship, however, is much more than teaching and
coaching. A great investment of resources is required by the
participants. A successful mentorship benefits the organization
since it allows for the development of potential in talented
individuals. To better understand the concept of mentorship, a
model was constructed from current literature and was then
evaluated by analyzing it through two Thistoric uwentor
relationships--Pershing-Marshall and Marshall-Eisenhower. The
analysis supports the proposition that mentorship is more than
just teaching or coaching.




INTRODUCTION

As the Army approaches the 21st Century, I[ts senlor
leaders--the three- and four-star generals--face many chall2nges
compllicated by the explogion of rapld technologlical, economic, and
social changes. The requirement to find and develop future senior
leaders of wlsdom, vision, Intellligence, and devotion to the Army
and the Nation has never been greater. Once these potential Army
senior leaders have been ldentified, one of the mcst Iimportant
developmental tasks 13 for the present senlor leadership to mentor
them so that they are as well prepared as possible to meet
tomorrow’s challenges. Mentoring 1s a wunique and often
misunderstood process In the maturing of leadership.

The term "mentor" is derived from both the Greek language and
Greek mythology. Mentor was the frlend ana counselor of Ulysses
who, durlng Ulysses’ 10-year odyssey, ralsed Ulysses’ son.!
Mentorship I8 a dynamlc, time-consuming relatlonship in which the
mentee matures both professionally and personally under the
tutelage ¢f hl!s mentor so that he can "...lnnovate, think, and
adapt to the demands of a fast-paced, highly stressful, rapidly
changing environment."?2

Classic mentorship, because of (ts Intense demand on human
regources, 18 not sulted for everyone. Some senior leaders will
never become effectlve mentors because either thelr personallties,
personal goals, or other varlables wlll Impede or prevent the

close, Interpersonal, open relatiorship which characterizes the

classlc mentorship model. A good understanding of what




constitutes true mentorship 1Is c¢ruclal to the senior leader
responsible for mentoring the senior leader of tomorrow.

The conzept of classic mentorship will be developed In three
steps, Flrst, a mentorshlp model wlll be constructed, complete
with definltlons, functions, ani phases. Second, the model wlll
be compared with two successful examples of senior leader
mentorship: “Black Jack" Pershing’s mentoring of George C.
Marshall from 1918 to 1945 and Marshall’s subsequent mentoring of
Dwight D. Elsenhower from 1939 to 1945. Finally, the model will
be analyzed agalnst the two case studles to determlne its valldity
and adaptabllity to dlifferent personalitles, styles, and

clrcumstances.

THE MENTORSHIP MODEL

DEFINING MENTORSHIP

Kathy E. Kram, In her book Meptorjing at Work: Devejopmental]
Relatjonshipg in Organlzatlopal Life, describes four common
characteristics found in mentorshlps. First, Indlviduais
(mentees) are allowed to "address concerns aboul seif, career, and
family by providing opportunities to galn knowledge, sklillisg, and
competence <(from thelr mentors), and to address perscnal and
professional dilemmas <(with thelir mentors)." Second, both
particlipants beneflt slince the relatlionships "respond to current
needs and concerns of the two people involved." Third, the

relationships "occur In an organlizational context that greatly

influences when and how they unfold."' Lasstly, these




‘relationships are not readily available to most people |n

organlizatlons."3

LTG Charles W. Bagnal, Earl C. Pence, and LTC Thomas N.
Meriwether, in their article "Leaders as Mentors" in the July 1985
Military Review support the common characteristics of mentorship

y defining the mentor‘s functlons as helping the mentee to:

»* Clarlfy career goals and develop long-term strategy for
career planning and advancement,

* Develop short-term Individual development plans,

* Develop technlcal as well as leadershlp and management

gskills through Instruction and knowledge-sharing,

* Develop the frame of reference, valueg, and sklills
required at higher organlizaticnal levels,

»* Deal with job-related or personal probliems through
counseling, and

* Receive the assignments and experlence required for
advancement through vislbility and, as necessary,
intervention.4

Within the organizatlonal structure, mentors "are typically eight
to 15 years older than <and> two or more levels above thelr
proteges.S If the mentors are senlor leaders, they usually have
not only more power to influence careers, but they also have more
experlence and a broader vision to Impart to thelr mentees than do
more junior offlcers. Senior leaders are more experlenced In
dealing with the wvolatility, uncertainty, complexity, and
ambigulty that ex!ist In the upper organizational levels and are,
therefore, more capable of equippling their mentees to effectlvely

and guccessfully work In such an environment.

Another approach to ldentifylng the characteristics of

mentorship was offered by MG Kenneth A. Jolasmore, USA, In his Julg




1986 Mllltary Rev]iew article "The Mentor: More than a Teacher,
More Than a Coach," !n which he listed 10 mentor behaviors

(functions):

* Teachlng - skills for Jjob performancg and future growth

* Guliding - unwritten rules, Important people,
organizational and soclal behavior, etc.

™ Advising - experlence of one 8-1S5 years older; wlsdom

* Sponsoring - opportunities for mentee’s growth

* Role Modellng Benavior - common values worthy of
emulaticn

* Valldating - goal settling

* Counse! ing emotlional support

* Motivating encouragement to move on and accomplish

goals
* Protecting - environment allowing risk-taking; buffer
* Communlicatlng ~ candld, frank lnterchange of ideas

MG Joiemore further wrote that

A mentor can do all of the things outllined. That
includes helping a mentee to develop self-conflidence and
grow, sharing hig ldeas and his values with the mentee,
making the mentee visible to top-level leadership and
giving the mentee an opportunity to share Iinvaluable

contacts.6
In sum, teaching the mentee the mentee’s Jjob [8 a supervisory
functlon; teaching the mentee the mentor’s Job 1s mentorship.?
Mentorship |s more than Just teaching and coachlng, for |t
satisfies needs in both the mentor and the mentee. As an example,
It would be tempting to classify MAJ John F. Morrison, who was a

tactics Instructor at the School of the Line In Fort Leavenworth

when 2LT Marshall was a student, as a mentor. He certalnly




influenced Marshal! in the study of tactics. Morrison was a great
teacher, but he was not a mentor. He had nelther the
organizational positlon nor the full range of mentorshlp functions
to offer. He influenced Marshall; he did not mentor him.
MENTORSHIP FUNCTIONS

The functions of the mentorship model best suited for senlor
leaders was designed by Ms. Kram, who divided the mentoring
functions into two sSubgroups: career and psychosoclial (See flgure
1>. Career functions are "those aspects of the relationship that
erhance career development" while psyvchosoclal functions “"enhance
(the> sense of competence, Iidentity, and effectlveness 1In a
professional role."8 [f the mentor is two or more levels above
his mentee 1In the organlization, his experience, rank, and
influence within the organlization make the career functions
possible. I1¢ the mentor is elght to 15 years older than the
nentee, a peer-llike relationship is avolided and, witn mutual trust
and increasing intlmacy, the psychosoclal functions hecome
possible. One may certalnly add some of the previously ldentifled
mentoring functions to those of Ms. Kram, but her 1list flts the

model admirably.

MENTORING FUNCTIONS?
Career Functionsg Pasvchosoclal Functlons
Sponsorshlp Role Model lng
Exposure-and-Visibility Acceptance-and-Conflrmation
Coaching Counsel ing
Protection Friendship

ZThallenglng Assignments

Figure 1




In the career functions, sponsorship is the active nomlnation

of the mentee for deslirable lateral moves and promotions; for
without {t, the mentee could bhe overlooked for promotlon desplte
hls competence or performance.lo The exposure-and-visibility

functicn enhances one’s career development by assignlng to the
mentee responsibilities which allow him to develop relationships
with key organizatlional flgures who Jjudge hls potentlal for
acvancement., Additionally, the mentee is prepared for positions
of Iincreased responsibllty and authorlty while he is visible to
those who can influence his fate in the organization.l!

Coaching is the career function which increases the mentee’s
knowledge and understanding of how to effectively operate In the
corganization. The mentor perfoerms this function by suggesting
appropriate strategies for accomplishing work objectives, and for
achleving recognition and career aspirations, The mentor also
benefits from coaching sSince he conflrms the values of his
experliences by passing on useful knowiedge and persgpectlives to his
mentee.l2 Coaching is the giving of instructions, while mentoring
Is providing the mentee with "a glimpse of the context In which
the mentor makes declislong."13

Protection is a double-edged sword which can either support or
smother the mentee. Nonetheless, protectlion shlelds the mentee
frenm untimely or potentially damagling contact with other senjor
officlals.'4 A fine balance exists between this function and that
of exposure-and-visibllity. Protection also provides the

environment in which the mentee can take risks wlthout fear of

career-damaglng censure which could follow fallure.




The last career function s that of challenging asslignments.

Thia functlon does not address only those career-enhanclng jobs to
which any future senlor leader would asplre. The asglignment of

chal lenging work, coupled with technical training and ongoing

performance feedback, allows the mentee to

develop specific competencies and to experience a sense

of accomplishment |In a professional role;...I1t is
critical in preparing the (mentee) to perform well on
difficult tasks so that (g8)>he can move forward. Wlthout
(challengling assignments?, a Jjunior person remalns

unprepared for positions of greater responsipllity and
authority.15

The purpose of the psychosocial functions is not to allow the
mentor to create a clone In his own Image, but to asslst the
mentee in developing a sense of competence, identity, and
effectiveness. Role modeling is the mentor’s providing the mentee
with attlitudes, values, and behavior worthy of emulation. If the
mentor gsets a desirable exampie, the mentee will ldentify with it
and, over time, develop hlig own Iidentity py emulating "certain
aspects of the senlor person’s style and...reject(ing) others."16

The acceptance-and-confirmation functlon 1s a mutually beneflicial

one In which

both individuals derive a sesnse of Self from the
positive regard conveyed by the other. As the (mentee>
develops confidence..., the d(mentor/s) acceptance-and-
confirmation provide support and encouragement. In
later vears, a (mentee’s) acceptance-and-conflrmatlon
provide support for the wlsdom and experlence offered
the next generation.17

The mentee can experiment wlth new behaviors and becomes more

willing to disagree wlith hls mentor, thereby establlishlng a




relatlonship which "tolerates differences and thus allows

self-differentiation." The mentor, when blocked from further
advancement and faced with aglng and obsolescence, s provided
support and appreciation from his mentee which helps him find
value in what he can sStlll offer to hls mentee aand the
organization.18

Counseling s the function which helps the mentee to explore
persona. concerns which may Interfere with hls achleving a
positive sense of self In the crganization. The mentee finds "a
forum In which to talk openly about anxletles, fears, and
ambivalence that detract from productive work." The mentor
"provides a sounding board for this seif-explcration, offers
personal experience as an alternative perspective, and helps
resolve problems through feedback and active 1istening." The
mentee can share his fears, doubts, and concerns without risking
exposure to others In the organization whlle the mentor satisfies
important needs by helping the mentee to successfully cope with
personal dllemmas.l9

Friendship, the last of the psychosoclal functlions, lg perhaps
the most elusive, given the dlifferences iIn age and organizational
positions between mentor and mentee. Mutual lilkling and
understanding, and enjoyable informal discusslons about work and
outside work experlences can lead to friendship.20 Friendship can
ampllfy the other functions and helps the participants to better
accept the differences between them.

A classlic mentorship would provide ti full range of the

functlions deflined previously; however, many relationships contain




only a subset of the full range of functions and possiblilities.
The nolnt to stress here |[s that every mentorship wlill be
different because of the dlfferent personalities, backgrounds,
capabl.itles, and talents involved. The absence of one or more
functions does not dlgquallify the relatlonship from being
classiflea as one of mentorship. This point will be clarified
during the examinatlon of the Pershlng-Marshall and
Marshal l-Eisenhower mentorshlps.
MENTORSHIP PHASES

A mentorship can be dlvided inte four phases: Initiation,

Cultivation, Separation, and Redefinlition (See figure 2).

MENTORSHIP PHASES2!
Phage Average Tlume Span
Initiation 6 months - 2 years
Cultlivation 2 ~ 5 vears
Separation 6 monthy - 2 years
Redefinitlion Indeflinite
Figure 2

The initiation phase averages six months to one year with the
identificatlion of the mentee as one whose potential is worthy of
developling. Contacts between the two reinforce the idea that the
mentor relationship is possible and, thus, |t becomes important to

both partlclpants.22 The cultivation phase generally lasts from

two to flve years. Durlng thls phase, the




range of career...and psychosoclal functions that

characterize a mentor relationship peaks. Generally,
career functlions emerge first as the (mentor) provides
challenging work, <c¢oaching, exposure-and-visgibillity,

protectlion, and/or sponsorshlp. As the interpersonal
bond strengthens with time, psychosoclial functlions
emerge. Sometimes they (include, primarlly, <(role)
model ing and acceptance-and-conflirmation. In instances
of greater Intimacy they Include counseling and
friendshlip as well. While career functlons depend on
the (mentor’s» organlizational rank, tenure, and
experlience, psychosoclal functlons depend on the degree
of trugst, mutuallty, and Intimacy that characterlze the
relatlonship.23
The relationshlip during this phase wlll change as the mentee grows
In competence and self-wortih. This phase ends when changes 1In
individual needs and/or organizational requirements occur.

The separation phase, In Ms. Kram’s research, generally lasts
six months to two vyears, "after a slgnificant change 1In the
structural role relationsnip ard/or in the emotlonal experlience of
the relationship."24 In the Army, thlis phasgse normally begins with
the transfer of one of the participants to another locale. This
phase 18 an adjustment period because "c¢arcer and psychosoclal
functlons can no longer continue in thelr previous form; the loss
of some functlons, and the modification of others, ultimately lead
to a redefinition of the relatlonshlip."25

The redetinltlion phase covers an indeflinlite period after the
geparation phase. The relatlionship elther ends or develops
signiflcantly different characteristics, evolving Iinto a more
peer-like friendshlp. While some functions stop or decrease,

sponsorship from a distance, occaslonal counseling and coaching,

and frlendship normally continue, Thia phase can be marked by the

10




mentee’s succeeding to the same or hligher position |n the
organlzatlon as that held by his mentor.26
MENTORSHIP MODEL

The mentorship model developed by Ms. Kram appears to be
well-sulted for use by the Army’s senlor leaders. The model
deflnes the phases of a mentorship, and the functlions which can
occur wlthin those phases. The model Is dynamlc enough to
accommodate the differences in personalities, positions,
clrcumstances, and other varlables. A comparlson of the mentor
relationships between Pershing-Marshall and Marshali-Eisenhower

wlll be used to lllustrate the model s utlilty,

MENTORSHIP COMPARISON

The common denomlnator In this comparison le General of the
Army George C. Marshall. A mentee of General of the Armles John
J. Pershing, General Marshall, in turn, mentored General of the
Army (and later President) Dwight D. Eisenhower.2?7 All three
served ags Chlef of 3Staff of the U.S. Army, the hlighest military
pogition In the Army. If »ne accepts the premise that the true
goal of a mentor is not to further his mentee’s career, "but to
help make the Army better by allowing mentees to deveiop to their
full potentlal," then both mentorships, although very dlfferent,
were successful .28

General! Pershling was 20 years older than General Marshall and
Marshall was 10 years older than General Elsenhower, When

Marshall flrst became Pershing’s alde-de-camp, Pershing was a

11




four-star general and Commanding General, American Expeditlonary
Yorce in France. Marshall was a brevet colonel who reverted back
to captain (although promoted the following day to major) at war’s
end. Pershing was later promoted to flve stars (General of the
Armies) and eventually assigned as the Army Chief of Staff, while
Marshall only advanced to lleutenant colonel before he finlshed
being Pershing’s alde. Marshall was the Army Chief of Staff (four
stars) when he pbrought Brlgadler General Elsenhower to the War
Department as Chief of War Plans (later Operations) Dlvision,.
Within less than a year, Elsenhower was a lieutenant general and
commander of the European Theater of Operatlons. By war‘s end,
both mentor and mentee were five-gstar Generals of the Army and
Elsenhower replaced Marshall as Army Chlef of Staff. Marshall had
taken 1S years to reach that posltlion after he had left Pershing;
Elsenhower took only three! Both mentors were at least two or
more leveis hlgher In the Army than thelr mentees (both In rank
and position) and were older by elght to 1S5S years (20 years Iin
Pershing’s case).

The Inltlatlon phase starts by the mentor’s identifying the
future mentee as a potentlal senlor leader. Marshall first came
to Pershling’s attention on 3 October 1917 when he forced Pershing
to llsten to his explanation and critique of a new method of
attacking entrenched troops. General Pershing had Just flinished
humililating Marshall’s division commander and chlief of 3taff for
glving poor and lll-prepared critiques of the new method designed

by Marshall, and then-Captaln Marshall was determined that

Pershing recelve the facts behind the performance.z9 For the rest




of World war I, Pershing monitored Marshall’/s performance, even
recommending hilm on 17 October 1918 for promotion to brigadier
general (although the War Department discontinued promotions after
the Armistice). Thoroughly Impressed by Marshall and his
demongtrated mastery of operaticnal planning, Pershing asked him
to become hls alde-de-camp on 30 April 1919.30 Thjs initiation
phase took 18 months.

Eisenhower became known to Marshall as early as 1930 when he
talked to Marshall In the Office of the American Battie Monuments
Commission In Washington, which resulted In Marshall! Inviting Ike
to join his Fort Bennlng ataff, which Elsenhower decllined because
of a prior assignment. In late 1941, Marshall needed a new Chlef
of Operations Dlivision In the War Department. Elsenhower, now a
brigadier general, had performed brilliantly as General Xrueger’s
Third Army Chlef of Staif during the 1941 Louisiana maneuvers.
This performance, coupled with strong recommendatinnsg from
Generals Clark and Gerow, caused Marshall to assign Elsenhower to
the position.31 A few hours after Eisenhower arrived in
Washington, he was seated |n front of Marshall who, after
describing the tense national and International situation one week
after the Pearl Harbor attack, asked, "What should be our general
line of actlon?" Elsenhower satisfactorily answered the question
several hours later. Elsenhower recalled, "His tone implled that
I had been given the problem as a check to an answer he had
already reached."32  The initiation phase for Elsenhower had

gtarted and would last about six months untll hls reassignment as

Commanding General, U.S. Forces, European Theater.




The cultivation phase in the Pershing-Marshall mentorship
began with Marshall‘’s asgslignment as Pershing’s alde-de-camp and
ended with Marshall‘s reassignment to Tlentsin, China five years
later. Durling thls perliod, the full range of mentorling functlons
grew and flourlshed. The cultivation phase in the Marshall-
Elsenhower mentorship |s legss deflned as 1t began shortly after
Eisenhower reported to the War Department In December 1941
(thereby merglng into the inltlation phase) and extended through
the separation phase (which began [n June 1942) to Marshall’s
retirement as Army Chief of Staff on 26 November 1945--a period of
legs than four years. Thls blending of the cuitivation phase with
both the 1nitlation and separation phases was caused by the
wartime condltions which then exlsted; however, the mentorshlp
functlions that normally occur durlng the cuiltlivation phase did
occur, albelt conducted more by letters and mesSsages than by
personal, dally contact.

The separation phase In the Pershing-Marshall mentorship
lasted 14 years untll Marshall reported back to Washington In June
1938 as a brigadler general. Both men, however, had kept up a
llvely corregspondence and visited with each other durlilng the
separation, Pershing provided a number of mentoring functlons
during this perlod, the most promlnent of whlich was frlendship.
he separation phase !n the Marshall-Eisenhower mentorship began
in June 1942 when Elgenhower left VWashington for England and ended
when he returned in November 1945 to replace General Marshall as
the Army Chlef of Staff. Thls phase colnclided with the

cultivation phase and, by December 1944, began mergling with the
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redefinition phase when Eisenhower was promoted to General! of the
Army four days after Marshall.

In both cases, the redefinition phase formally began with the
mentee achlieving the position of Army Chief of Staff. The mentees
hsd become "peers' wlth thelr respective mentors. One dlfference
ls that Elsenhower went on to become President of the United
States and thereby achleved a position which surpassed that of his
mentor. Although the Marshall-Elsenhower mentorship phases are
legss distinct, one can still discern them and the functlions whlich
occur within them., It should be noted that Ms. Kram’s mode]l was
originally designed from a study of corpcrate mentorships and not
those of the wartime mlllitary. The model remains viable despite
the differences.

COMPARISON OF CAREER FUNCTIONS

Sponsorship lg the €first function to be compared. General
Pershing on several occasions sponsored Marshall for promotlion to
brigadler general, the first of whlch Was-during World War I. On
24 May 1935, President Franklin D. Roosevelt sent a memorandum to
the Secretary of War which statea, "General Pershing asks very
strongly that Colonel George C. Marshal! (Infantry> be promoted to
Brigadier." Marshall was not selected and, In a 10 June 1935
letter to Pershing thanking him for his support, Marshall wrote,

"l can but wait--grow older--and hope for a more favorable
situatlion in Washington."33 pershing tried again by asking John

C. O0’Laughlin, publisher of the prestigious Army and Navy Journal
and well-connected politically, In a 23 August 1935 letter to "put

in a good word" for Marshall wlth the then Chief of Staff Douglas




MacArthur. 0‘Laughlln did talk with MacArthur and wrote back to
Pershlng that, although MacArthur felt Marshall should wait for
the Chlief of Infantry Job, MacArthur would recommend Marshall for
brigadler general on the next 11st to Secretary of War Dern.34
Pershing’c sponsorship helped to eventually produce the desired
results and In a 26 May 1936 letter to Marshall, Pershing wrote,
"...1 had a conversation here |n Washlngton after my arrival and
found that you are positively and definitely on the slate
(brigadler general 1ist) for September." Pershing then recounted
hov he had tried to heve Marshall placed first instead of last on
the list of six, but had falled. He closed by writing, "...I am
sure that you are destined to hold a very high place on the 1list
of general offlcers before you reach the age of sixty-four."35

Marshall also actively sponsored Eisenhower in his rapid rise
from brigadier general to general of the army In four short years.
This sponsorship began when Elsenhower, who was sensitive about
not having served In France during World War I, passed yet another
of Marshall‘s tests in March 1942. As Elsenhower recalled,

I was in his offlce one day and he got on the (subject)

of promotions. He sald, "I want you to know that Iin

this war the commanders are golng to be promoted and not

the staftf officers.” After letting go this homily for

about two or three minutes, he turned to me and said,

“You are a good case. General Joyce wanted you for a

division commander and the Army commander sald you

should have corps command." He sald, "Eisenhower"--this

was a real loaded brick--"You’re not golng to get any

promoticn. You are going to stay right here on this job

and you’l]l probably never move."

Finally I sald, “"General, I don‘’t glve a damn about

your promotion. I was brought In here to do a duty. 1

am going to do that duty to the best of my abllity and I

am Just trying to do my part in winning the vvar." And 1

got up and left, It was a great blg test. And for some
reason,..it was Jjust one of those things...]I happened to
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turn arocund and there was a little quirk of a smile (on
his face) and I grlnned and left.36

Marshall nomlnated Elsenhower for major general on the next list
and, three months later, sSelected Eisenhower as the European
Theater Commander.

While Elsenhower successfully pursued his Increasingly complex
and difficult assignments, Marshall sponsored him for the North
Africa command and subsequent four-star rank {n the Medlterranean,
As Marshall’s distinguished blographer, Dr. Forrest C. Pogue
writes, "Although {t was true that Marshall had not (initlally)
selected Eisenhower In the beginning for the Supreme Commander-’s
post (late 1943>, he had certalnly put him on the way to that
positlion, and he as much as any other man was responsible for his
reaching that goal."37 Marshall, when queried by President
Roosevelt on what he (Marshall) wanted to do, refused to ask for
the Jjob and the Preslident declided on Elsenhower. Marshall sent
his handwritten draft of Elsenhower’s appointment to Elsenhower,
which the president had approved, as a momento.38 When Marshall
submltted his retirement request to President Truman on 20 August
1945, he wrote, "If 1 may be permitted to propose a successor, I
suggest that General Elsenhower 13 unusualiy well quallfied for
the dutles of Chlef of Staff at this particular time."3?
Elsenhower was selected to replace Marshall.

Both mentorehips were characterlized by act!ve exposure-and-

vigibility. Whlle Marshall was Pershing’s alc¢z, Pershing took him

on mest of his visgits to Congress, camps, factorles, and citles,




During one of the Congressional visits in which Pershing testified

on Army reorganization, Marshall recalled,

I know the members of Congress were so astonished when

he was having hls hearings that I sat next to him with

General Fox Conner on the other side, that I could

interrupt him and talk to him and tell him about

something, and he could turn around and tell them.40
The exposure-and-visibllity Marshall recelved as Pershing’s aide
served him well after he flnally recelved hlg first star and was
subgequently assigned as a very Jjunlor major general to the post
of Army Deputy Chief of Staff. In Eisenhower‘s case, Marshall
gsent Eisenhower to England several times whlle he was ir War Plans
to study and report on the organization needed for the
cross-channel invaslon. In Marshall’s words, "I sent Elsenhower
and some others over so the British c¢ouid have a look at
them...and then I asked Churchill what he thought of them. He was
extravagant In his estimate of them, so I went ahead with my
decision on Elsenhower."4l Marshall also encouraged Elsenhower to
perconally meet and speak with the many delegations which visited
his headquarters in North Africa so that proper impressions were
made. Elsenhower learned to handle vislitors very well throughout
the ~est of the war.42

Coachlng was very evident in both mentorships, Pershing

coached Marshall 1In the art of politics, which Pershing had
learned from Senator Francis E. Warren, his father-in-law.
Pershing not only coached Marshall In how to deal effectively with

politicians and high-ranking members of the War Department staff,

ne also taught Marshall the Importance of vislting camps and
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factories to gain first-hand an idea for hov the organizations
were functioning, He taught Marshall the technlque of Invitlng to
supper (followed by a briefing) the older, retired mllitary
officers who llived near the area visited; an actlve attempt to

make them feel still a part of the Army. Marshali also learned

from Pershing the value of corresponding personally with soldiers’
families, 43 Two examples 1illustrate how Marshall coached
Eisenhower., Eisenhower recalled his flrst Iinterview wlth
Marshall |n December 1941 as follows,

Eisenhower (sald Marshall), the Department 1ls fllled

with able men who analyze thelr problems well but feel

compelled always to bring them to me for final sclution.

I must have assistants who will solve their own problems

and tell me later what they have done. 1 resolved then

and there, Eisenhower said later, to do my work to the

pbest of my abllity and report to the General only

situationg of obvious necessity or when he personaltly

sent for me.44
In the other example, Marshall sent Elsenhower Several messages
coaching him on how to handle press releases during the TORCH
campalgn, In one, Marshall was concerned since "...press stories
emanating from your theater wlth reference to you, Clark, Patton,
and Fredendall and you in particular, plavyed up the intimate stuff
to the polnt of adversely affecting your prestige as a higher
commander. . ."45

Both Marshall and Elsenhovier were protected by their

respective mentors. General Pershing sent a letter to President

Roosevelt on 16 September 1943 to express hls firm convictlon that

Marshall should remain as the Army Chief of Staff. Pershing

wrote, "7Tc transfer him (Marshall) to a tactical command In a




limlted area, no matter how geemingly Iimportant, Is to deprive
ourselves of the benefit of his outstanding strateglical abillty
and experience. [ know of no one at all comparable to replace him
as Chlef of Staft."46 Marshall was equaily protective of
Eisenhower. Durlng Operatlion TORCH, Eisenhower, In an effort to
keep the French neutral and with the support of Marshail and the
President, negotlated an arrangement to allow Admiral Darlan,

Vichy commander of the French armed forces, to serve as high

commissioner n North Africa. Darlan, who had ordered a
cease~filre for all French troops on 10 November 1942, was very
controverslal since he was an officlal of Vichy France. Fully

supporting Elsenhower, Marshall wrote him on 20 November 1942:

...1 am in thorough agreement wlith your point of view

and I am dolng my utmost to support vyou by meetings with

the press, wlth members of Congress, wlth State

Department and with the President. The Secretary of War

I3 equally aggressive in his support of your position

and the Importance of leaving you undisturbed to pursue

your campalgn. Do not worry about thlsg, leave the

worries to us and go ahead with your campaign.47
Marshall protected Eisenhower throughout the war.

Challenging agsignments were also used by the mentors in both
relationships. Pershing would send papers, which normally dealt
with Marshall’s superliors, In to Marshall whlle he was the alide
and request hls candid opinlion.48 In this way, Pershing groomed
Marshall for higher assignments. In the fall of 1923, Pershing
left for Europ2 and gspent the next six months In Parls and on the
Rlviera working on his memcirs and relaxing. Marshall and MG John

L. Hines, Deputy Chief of Staff, ran the Army durlng this period.

Marshalli wrote Pershing weekly to keep him abreast of
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developments.4? In the case of Eisenhower, his performance as
Chief of War Plans, coupled with his passage of Marshall’s various
“testg," led to hls subsequent assignments as CG, European Theater
of Operations, Supreme Commander, Ailled Expeditlionary Force, and
ultimately U.S. Army Chlef of Staff.
COMPARISON OF PSYCHOSOCIAL FUNCTIONS
Role modellng |s most apparent In the Pershing-Marshatl

mentorship. Although Marshall felt that Pershing was too harsh
(ramrod straight) and stern, he was a model of self-dlscipline,
integrity, and ablllity to separate work frem play.S0 pershing was
a womanizer, which was [nconaruous with Marshall‘’s values; vet,
Marshall propably overlooked thls fault out of empathy fcr
Pershing’s traglc loss of his wife and three of four children in a
fire in California. Pershing was also very discreet in his
affairs.S! The most significant Impact that Pershing had o¢n
Marshal: was his ability to accept criticlsm. Said Marshall:

I have never seen a man who could listen to as much

criticism--as long as 1t was constructive criticism and

wagn’t just belng Iirritable or something ¢of that sort.

You could talk to him llke you were discussing somebody

in the next country and yet you were talking about him

personally...you could say what you pleased as long as

it was gtraight, constructive criticism. And yet he did

not hold it against you for an Instaat. I never saw

another commander that I couid do that with, Their

gensitivity clouded them up, so it Jjust wouldn’t work.

I have seen some I could be very frank with, but I could

never be frank to the degree that I couid be with

General! Pershing.52

With Elsenhower, Marshall provided a role model who was devoted to

the c¢oncept that dJduty performance, and nothing else, earns

rewards. Marshall’s feelling on performance and promotion was "if




he hadn’t dellvered, he wouldn’t have moved up."53 Eisenhower
respected this approach when he corresponded with Marshall
regarding offlcers for promotlon. Marshall’s protection of and
loyaity to Elsenhower also lnfluenced hls support of subordinates
who were doling a good job; he emulated Marshall. Elsenhower wrote
at the end of the Casablanca Conference that "(General Marshall)
s unquestionabiy the great military leader of this war, a fact
vhich the world will recognize before thls war ls over."54

Both mentors were exceptional In how they performed the
acceptance-and-confirma*ion function with their mentees. Both
encouraged the frank exchange of views and ldeas wilthout fear of
censure. One incident linvolves the hablit mentioned earlier of
Pershing’s sending papers 1In tc Marshall for his comments.
Pershing, in conjunction with General Harbord, wanted to change an
actlon of General March’s and asked Marshall for his opinion.

Marshall nonconcurred. Pershing called for him and said, "I don’t

take to this at all--1 don’t agree wlith you." Marshall cawrote
his nonconcurrence and Pershing called for him again. "] don‘t
accept this," sald Pershing. “T think Harbord and I are right."

Marsrall rewrote hls nonconcurrence a third time and took it in to
Pershing wheo, after readling It, "slapped hlis hand on the desk,
which i|s something I had never seen him do before, and said, ’No,
by God, we will do It this way.’" Marshall repiied, "Now General,
Just because you hate the oguts of General March, you‘re setting
yourself wup--and Generai Harbord, who hates him too--to do

something you know damn well Is wrong." Pershing handed the paper

back to Marshall, replying, "Well, have 1t your own way."




Marshall recalled that "General Pershing held no (grudges) at all.
He might be very firm at the time, but |If you convinced him, that
was the end of that. He accepted that and you went ahead."55 1Ip
Eisenhower’s case, he was alsc encouraged by Marshall to speak his
mind. In a message sent to Elsenhower prlor to TORCH (The
invasion of North Africa), Marshall wrote,

When you disagree with my point of view, say so, without

an apologetic approach; when you want something that you

aren’t getting, tell me and I wlll try to get it for

you, I have complete confidence in your management of

the affalr, and want to support you |n every way

practicable.%6
Marshall later sent a message to Elsenhower telling hlm not to
worry about submltting detalled reports; his Job was to win the
pattle.57 Marshall’s desire to instill confidence in Eisenhower
succeeded as evidenced by a 3 March 1943 letter from Elsenhower to
Marshall which stated,

Please do not look upon any communication I send you as

a defenslive explanation, Not only do I refuse to

indulge in alibis but, frankly, I feel that you have

given such evidence of confidence In me, that I never

experience the feeling of having to defend my actlions.

Counseling of Marshall by Pershing normally was limlited to
keeping his spirits up regarding promotion to brigadier general.
One of a serlies of letters between the two whlle Marshall was
assigned to Chicago lllustrates Marshall’s disappointment: "I have
possessed myself In patlience, but I’'m fast getting too old to have
any future of Importance the Army."59 After Marshall became

Chief of Staff, he would elther write or visit Pershing at Walter

Reed and recelve advice on the conduct of the war and things In
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7,
yﬁiﬁgq/lb general. with Eisenhower, Marshall was solicitous of
e g
)\

h health and was constantly reminding him to exercise as well as

rest. One amusing anecdote involved Marshall informing Elsenhower
of a letter he had recelved from a citizen cautloning Marshall not
to allow Elsenhower to continue drinkling cold water with his meals
as stomach problems could result. Elsenhower’s reply indlcated
that he was heedlng Marshall’s advice to get more exercise by
riding horses vigorously four-five hours per week.60 Marshall did
order Eisenhower to return home in December 1943 to rest up prlor
to becoming the OVERLORD commander. Marshall wrote,

You will be under terriflic strain from now on. I am

interested in that you are fully prepared to bear the

strain and I am not Interested In the usual rejolinder

that you can take 1t, It is of vast Importance that you

be fresh mentally and you certainly will not be if you

go stralght from one great problem to another .61

Of the two relationships, only the Pershing-Marshall

mentorship was marked to the end by a warm and deep friendship.
Pershing thought enough of Marshall to make him the executor of
his memoirs 1in 1925 should Pershing die prior to their
completion.62 Marshall In turn asked Pershing to serve as his
best man when he married hls second wife, Katherine Tupper Brown,
in Baltimore, Maryland on 15 October 1930.63 The visits between
the two, especlally when Marshall was Chief of Staff, were
cherished by both. In contrast, both Elsenhower and Marshall were
friendly and cordial to each other, but they never developed as
warm a friendship as the one Marshall had with Pershing. The fact

that Marshall and Eisenhower never worked together In the intimacy

equal to the Pershing-Marshall mentorship was a factor. Any hope
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of lasting friendship was later dashed by President Eisenhower’s
fallure to come to Secretary of Defense Marshall’s defense agalnst
Senator McCarthy’s attacks in 1950.64 aAlthough true friendship
did not develop, both Marshall and Eisenhower had great respect
and admiration for each other, especlally during the mentorship’s

cultivation phase.

CONCLUSIONS

Both mentorships were successful in that the mentee was
assistea by hls mentor In developing to his full potential and
subsequentiy sServing with distinctlon in a position of great
responsibility. The mentorship of Marshall by Pershing comes the
clogsest to Ms. Kram’‘s model. The full range of mentorship
functions occurred throughout distinct mentorshlp phases. The
Marshall-Eilsenhower relationshlp was not a classic ot. In that the
cultivation and separation phases were merged «(“¢ .. due to
wartime requirements; however, the relationship ~a. the gamut of
the mencoring functions--some more strongly than others.

These two hlstorlcal! examples support the Kram mentorshlp
model; which 1s dynamic enough to respond to different
personalities, conditions, talents, and clrcumstances, and stlll
develop fulure senior leaders. Some other key conclusions are
2lso reached. Flirst, the mentor must be prepared to lnvest a lot
of time and energy in to his mentee’s development. The voluminous

correspondence between Marshall and Eisenhower durlng a world war

speaks highly of their commitment to success--and the Importance




of the mentorship. Second, the mentor cannot expect the mentee to
become his clone. One of the prominent features of the Marshall
relationships was the fact that neither one was characterized by
the mentor actively trying to shape his mentee Into a micrror image
of himself; Indeed, each relatlionship was striking in the freedom
glven to the mentee to develop his own leadershlip style. Thlrd,
both parties beneflt from the experlience. Both Pershing eand
Marshall derived great satisfaction, not Jjust from the fact that
thelr mentees succeeded, but that they succeeded while reinfcrcing
the values of thelr mentors.

Fourth, successful mentorshlp can occur at any level in the
Army hleracrchy as long as it fits the model. Colonels can very
effectively mentor captains to the 1limit of their experlence;
brigade commanders can mentor captalns In how to become successful
brigade commancergs. As these colonels continue to advance, they
can continue thelr mentorships wlth an increasec experlence base.
Three- and four-star generals have reached the pinnacle of thelr
profession; they should be able to offer more complete career and
psychosoclal! functlons, based on their experience, power, and
outlook, than can more Jjunior offlcers. Who is better versed to
deal with the volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ampigulty
whlich exist In the highest organizational levels? Senior Ieaders
should be able toc offer more experience to those mentees who truly
possess the potentlal to become the Army‘s future senlor leaders.

Flfth, the goal of any mentorshlp should be to allow the

mentee to develop to his or her full potential, thereby making the

Army better, rather than Just furthering the mentee’s career. In




the Marshall examples, the mentors strove to allow their mentees
to develop to thelr full potentlal. Based on thelr strlct
devotion to duty, the mentors would have looked elsewhere had
thelr mentees falled to meet thelr expectatlons. Finally, one
cannot dictate to leaders, senlor or cother, that they must mentor
promising subordinates. Subordinates can be coached, taught, or
counselled by superliors, but that does not establish the
relatlonship which ls mentorship. Mentorshlp should be
encouraged, not mandated. All leaders have the responsibility to
encourage the mentorshlp of thos2 who posgsess the potentlal sklills
and qualities expected of senlor Ileaders. Those leaders who
possess the talents and skllls required of a mentor should be
encouraged to participate in a mentor relationship with selected

mentees for the future success of the Army.
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